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STATE OF CONNECTICUT
EXECUTIVE CHAMBERS:
HARTFORD

WILLIAM A, O'NEILL
GOVERNOR

March 22, 1985

Mr. Henry G. Vickers

Regional Director

FEMA Region I

J. W. McCormack Post Office
and Courthouse

Boston, Massachusetts 02109

Dear Mr, Vickers:

The attached Hazard Mitigation Plan has been prepared pursuant
to Major Disaster No, FEMA-71]1-DR-CT, as required by Section 406 of
Public Law 93-288. The Plan, an update of the 1983 Plan, contains
a review of actions taken under the former plan and includes an
increase in the information from and for municipalities affected by
recent flooding.

I am pleased to report that the state has completed forty-one
work items from the 1983 plan, including significant improvements
in flood control, dam safety, floodplain regulation, flood warning,
flood preparedness, and flood hazard planning. Over thirteen
million dollars ($13,000,000) has been expended for and committed
to flood damage prevention projects, and additional staff has been
added to the state's flood related programs. The process of
improving flood programs has been made easier by the excellent
assistance my staff has received from FEMA, particularly from
Jim Donovan in Region I and Pat Stahlschmidt and Larry Zensinger
of the Washington staff. :

This year's plan contains first and:second priority items.
As in the past, my office will oversee the first priority action
items while second priority action items will be delegated to the
Commissioner of the Department of Envirommental Protection.

This plan represents my commi tment to improve the state's
mitigation programs. I believe you will find it in compliance with
both the letter and intent of Section 406 requirements.

Sincerely, ’

WILLIAM A. O'NEILL
Governor
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Authorities:

Purpose:

Scope:

Public Law 93-288, as amended
President's Executive Order 11985
Federal-State Disaster Agsistance
Agreement No. FEMA 711-DR-CT

Titles 22a, 25, and 28 of the Connecticut General Statutes

To fulfill the requirements of the Federal-State Agreement
for Federal Disaster Assistance FEMA 711-DR-CT to minimize .
long~ and short—term flood hazards and to reduce the need
for future disaster assistance.

This report addresses hazard mitigation implementation for
the entire state, with special attention to those areas
which received the most severe losses in the May-June
floods. This report is structured as per the outline of
February 17, 1983, developed at the FEMA 406 Hazard
Mitigation Planning Course.
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I. INTRODUCTION

‘The flooding of May 28-June 2, 1984 resulted in a Presidential Disaster
Declaraticn. .As in 1982, the receptién of federal disaster funds has brought
with it an obligation to review and correct flood problems. However, in
recognition of the State's 1982-83 efforts, FEMA and the state have agreed the
1984-85 report will be limited to a) updating the status of the 1983 report
recommendations, b) increasing attention tolmunicipal prcblems, <)
incorporating the federal Interaéency Hazard Mitigation Team recommendationé,

and d) adding other issues as recommended,

II. DESCRIPTION OF EVENT

PRECIPITATION MAY 28-JUNE 2, 1984

-

The Northeast River Forecast Center recorded a low of 5.90 inches of
rain at Bridgeport station (Stratford) and a high of 9.74 inches at Saugatuck
Reservoir Station (Weston). In general the southeast portion of the state had
between 6 and 8 inches, with the remainder of state averaging 8-9 inches,
While the in-state precipitation was cut of the ordinary, it was the
widespread dispersal of rain throughout Massachusetts, New Hampshire and
Vermont that caused basin wide flooding in the Connecticut, Farmington and
Housatonic drainage basins. A generalized map of in-state precipitation is
shown in Pigure 1, and a generalized map of New England precipitation is shown

in Figure 2.
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STREAM FLOW AND FLOOD CONTROL

The highest flows occurred in the Copnnecticut and Housatonic Rivers on

May 31 and June 1.

because of the large drainage areas involved.

However, the floodwaters remained high for several days

Flood protection structures

prevented $729,052,000 in damages throughout New England.

STREAM FLOW PEAKS*

ddletown, CT

R & LOCATION | DATE |PEAK FLOW (ft 3/5) |Recurrence Interval{years)
| i | (No Storage Considered)
I | I _
usatonic River | 5/31/84 | 21,100 ! 70
1ls village, CT | | |
| I |
usatonic River | 5/31/84 | 34,000 | 35
ylordsville, CT | | !
I I |
usatonic River -| 5/31/84 | 63,500 ! 25
evenson, CT | | |
' | I |
nnecticut River | 6/1/84 | 186,000 | 50
ompsonville, CT | | |
| I |
nnecticut River | 6/1/84 | 192,000 | 65
rtford, CT | : | |
| I |
nnecticut River | 6/2/84 | 186,000 | 75
| I I
I

irce: U.S. Geological Survey "Water Resources Condition in Connecticut,”

June 1984.

The recurrence intervals are not the same throughout the basin due to

the rainfall pattern and the location of flood control structures. The

Housatonic has several large flood contrel structures in the lower part of its

basin which buffered lower river flows.

The Connecticut River on the other

hand has most of its flocod control projects in the upper part of the valley.

The May—-June 1984 storm was actually a larger storm, with a greater amount of

runoff, than shown by the recurrence intervals. In the Connecticut River, for

example, approximately 15% of the flow was detained at twenty-one flood

-~



storage reservoirs in northern New England. Having 186,000 cfs at the
Thompscnville guage means that there would have been close to 219,000 c¢fs at |
that same guage if the flood control reservoirs had not been built. While a
15% flow reduction may not appear to be significant, these structures resulted
in $347,246,000 in damége prevention throughout the five state Connecticut
River Basin. In addition non-storage flood projects saved another
$381,808,000. Total flood damage reduction from flood control projects on the
Connecticut River Basin was $729,057,000. The Housatonic River Basin
witnessed a smaller, but still sizable $24,086,000 damage reduction and the
Thames River Basin witnessed a $21,295,000 reduction from its flood control

works.

LOCATION OF FLOOD PRONE LANDS

Unlike the 1982 floods, the 1984 damages occurred along major interstate
rivers and not along traditional flash flood tributaries. Accordingly, most
damages occurred along the mainstem Connecticut and Housatonic Rivers. Major
damage along the Thames did not occur because of lesser rainfall in the lower
Thames River Basin and the effectiveness of the flood storage facilities in

the upper basin.



REPORTED FLOOD DAMAGES

Figure 3 delineates the flood damages.as reported in May and June, 1984,
while Figure 4 designates the communities with the highest damages. Note,
these are reported damages, and not actual damages as deternined by flood
relief and insurance claims. Such information is difficult to compile because
of the large number of agencies and municipalities inﬁolved. In addition to
losses reported by town, the state spent about $1,600,000 for emergency
response and recovery work. -

The communities with the highest damages were requested by the Governor
to respond to a questionnaire on municipal flood mitigation activities. The

rasponses to that questionnaire are summarized in a later section.

AFFECT ON LONG TERM EMPLOYMENT AND BUSINESS

The Connecticut Labor Department reported about 85 firms, with a total
of about 1,500 employees, were shut down for at least one day, and that 341
floé@ reléted unenployment c¢laims had been filed. However, most businesses
wera ra-opened within one week. Therefore, long term affect of the flcod on

business and unemployment appears to be minimal.

AFFECT ON AGRICULTURE

Because so much of the agricultural flood losses were in floodplains of
major mainstem water courses; the 1984 flcoods were an unwelcome, but
understandable occurrence. There were 119,450 acres within 1,222 farms
affected; with total damages estimated at $11,867,020. Crop damages are based
on costs due to loss in yield, loss of fertilizers, cost of replanting, and

loss in nutrient gquality of forage crops. All such losses were not in



Figure 3

REPORTED FLOOD DAMAGES BY MUNICIPALITY MAY-JUNE 1984

Municipality Private Public Total
1. Ansonia 0 S 50,000 $ 50,000
2. Barkhamsted o 11,500 11,500
3. Bridgewater 0 1,200 1,200
4. Brockfield 0] 7.:894 7,894
5. Canaan $ 200,000 5,000 205,000
6. Chester 620,000 53,500 673,500
7. Colchester 90,000 45,250 135,250
8. Coventry 0] 13,000 13,000
9, Crcmwell o, 100 t Q00 0] 6 ! 100 ! 0C0

10. Danbury 20,000 0 20,000
11l. Deep River 550,000 7,300 557,300
12. Derby 83,000 3,000 86,000
13. East Haddam 28,000 5,000 33,000
14. East Hampton 5,300 5,000 10,300
15. East Hartford 500,000 20,000 520,000
16. East Windsor 515,000 268,000 783,000
17. Enfield 142,800 25,000 167,800
18, Essex 385,000 0 385,000
19. Easton 0 2,000 2,000
20, Fairfield 1,200 0 1,200
21. Farmington 0 25,000 25,000
22. Glastonbury 1 ’ 000 ? 000 605 ’ OOO i r 605 7 $0)0]
23. Haddam 93,000 0 93,000
24. Hamden e 24,500 24,500
25. Hartford 0 208,045 208,045
26, Harwinton 0 1,000 1,000
27. Kent 69,000 20,000 89,000
28. Litchfield 0 10,000 10,000
29. Lyme 22,200 0 22,200
30. Middletown 2,075,000 1,433,600 3,508,800
31. New Hartford 0 10,000 10,000
32. New Milford 15,150,500 10,750 15,161,250
33. Newtown 350,000 22,570 372,570
34. North Canaan 1,000 10,000 11,000
35. Oxford 1,020,000 5,500 1,025,500
36. Portland 3,000,000 100,000 3,100,000
37. Rocky Hill 0 92,500 92,500
38. Salisbury 10,000 10,000 20,000
39. Seymour 75,000 0 75,000
40, Shelton 300,000 0 300,000
41. Simsbury 25,000 30,000 55,000
42, Somers 22,000 2,500 24,500
43. Southbury Q 15,794 15,794
44, South Windsor 139,550 90,000 229,550
45. Vernon 5,000 0 5,000
46. Watertown 50,000 400,000 450,000
47. Wethersfield 370,000 20,000 390,000
48, Windsor 235,000 7,000 242,000
49. Windsor Locks 615,000 2,000 617,000
TCTALS § 33,867,550 $3,678,403 S 37,545,953
Source: Connecticut Office of Civil Preparedness: Ccnneciicut Damage Report,

June 14, 1984.
-7



Figure 4

COMMUNITIES WITH HIGHEST PUBLIC AND PRIVATE FLOOD DAMAGES

As Reported, June 1984

Public Damages {(above $100,000)

1) Middletown $1,433,600
2) Glastonbury 605,000
3) Watertown 400,000
- 4} East Windscr : 268,000
5} Hartford 208,045
6} Portland 100,000

Private Damages {above $300,000)

1) HNew Milford 15,150,000
2} Cromwell 6,100,000
3) Portland ' 3,000,000
4) Middletown 2,075,000
5) Oxford 1,020,000
6) Glastonbury: 1,000,000
7) Chester 620,000
8) Windsor Locks 615,000
9) East Hartford 500,000
10) Essex 385,000
11) Wethersfield 370,000
12) Shelton 300,000



'floodplains. There weré also 17 shellfish operations that had a total of
about $120,000 in 1osses.’ The farmers who c¢hose to farm such land are
apparently aware of the flood risks, and choose to farm such l%nds because of
their low slope and increased nuﬁrient richness. The flooding is expected to

have no long term negative impact on agriculture.
HOUSING

The Department of Housing reported 177 homes with major damage and 715
homes with minor damage. The estimated amount of residential damage was
$3,949,050. Temporary housing was provided for about 700 families, most of

whom were back in their homes within one week of the fleeding.



III. FLOOD MITIGATION

The state has cénducted a considerable number of flood protection
activities. These are shown a) in the following list; b) in a review of the
implementation items within the 1983 406 report:.c) in a review of the 1984
Hazard Mitigation Team Reports; and d) in the responses to a questionnaire

mailed to municipalities.

FLOQD PROTECTION ACTIVITIES JUNE 1982-JANUARY 1985
(Not included in 1983, Section 406 report.)

The State of Comnecticut has initiated or completed the following flood

mitigation activities since the June 1982 floods.

A. Program and Administrative Acticnhs

1. Creation of Computerized Dam Inventory for
_ Connecticut's 3,000 dams

2. New Legislation Creating Standards for State Floodplain
Management Activities Passed.

3. Dam Registration Regulations Promulgated.

4. Dam Inspection Regulations = first draft completed.

5. Stream Channel Encroachment Line Regulations — drafted and hearing
held.

6. Dam Safety Conference Held.

7. Commercial and Industrial Flood Preparedness Conference

8. Dam Safety and Flood Control Programs Reorganized and
New Staff Added After Increased Legislative Funding.

9. Planning Projects

a. Development and acceptance of statewide hazard
mitigation plan.

b. Initiation of project to classify flood

susceptibility in each of the state's 384
drainage basins.

-10~—



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

i6.

c. Completion of coastal flood susceptibility project.

d. Initiation of project to help coastal property
owners improve their preparedness.

e. Initiation of project to evaluate flood
vulnerability of all the state's treatment
facilities.

Increased staff assigned to assisting municipalities
with flcodplain management activities.

Flocd Control,, Beach and Shore Erosion Projects

Seymour - Steel Brook Project — construction completed.
Hamden - Pardee Brook Project — completed.

Bridgeport - Rooster River Project — Phase 11
construction nearly completed.

Milford - Great Creek Project - final design initiated.

Milford - Burwells/Farview Shore Project - final design
initiated.

New Haven — Morris Cove Project - under construction.
Stratford - Point-No Point Project — completed.

Stratford — Ferry Creek Project - State portion
completed.

Middlefield - Coginchaug River Project — under construction.

West Haven - Birchwood Gardens Project — final design
initiated.

Bridgeport -~ Ox Brook Project - prepared for design.

Bridgeport - Island Brook Project — final design
initiated.

New Haven/East Haven - Morris Creek ~ study nearly
completed.

Stamford — Rippowam River - Corps of Engineers study
accepted.

West Hartford - Trout Brook Soil Conservaticn Service
Project - Construction ccmpletion expected in the fall of 1985,

Hartford -~ Newfield Avenue Soil Conservation Service Project -

-11-



17.

is.

19.

20.

2l.

22.

23.

24.

construction initiated.

Hartford/West Hartford - Scuth Branch Park River SCS
Cleanup Project - to be completed summer, 1985.

Newington ~ Piper-Mill Brock Soil Conservation Service
Project —~ design initiated.

New Haven - West River Corps of Engineers Project -
design initiated.

Plainfield - Mlll Horse Broock Soil Conservation Serv1ce
PrOJect - study completed.

Piymouth - Upper Pequabuck River Project - discontinued.

Central Coastal River Basin Study (about 15 towns)
study completed.

Connecticut River Basin Study - initiated.
Norwich and Southington - Flood Warning System .

Project - funds appropriated.

Statewide Automated Flood Warning System:

Riverine Precipitation Component — Out to bid.

Coastal Component - Contract to be awarded for system design.

Preparedness Actions

New State Sandbag Policy and Procedures issued.

New guidance for municipal flced emergency planning issued.

Dam Safety
State~Owned Dams Repaired:

Haddam - Higganum Dam - completed.

East Haddam — Leesville Dam - completed.
Middletown — Dooley Pond Dam - completed.
Litchfield — Northfield Pond Dam -~ completed.
E. Haddam - Bashan Lake Dam — completed.

Bolton - Lower Belton Dam -~ completed.

-12-



g. Bozrah - Gardner Lake Dam - completed.

h. Watertown -~ Black Rock Dam ~ completed.

i. Windham - Bibbins Dam ~ completed.

j. Chester - Pattaconk Dam - construction completed.

k. Lyme - Groton Pond - under construction.

1. East Lyme - Pattaguansett Dam - completed.

m. Hamden - Butterworbth Dam ; construction initiated.

n. Voluntown - Beach Dam - completed.

0. Winchester - Park Pond Dam -~ construction completed.

p. Winchester - Winchester Lake Dam - c¢onstruction completed.

2. Private Dams

A. 350 dams inspected

- 70 private dams -~ repaired - completed at state
request

- 25 private dams - repairs - initiated at state
reguest

- 80 private dams in design for corrective actions

- 40 private dams in preliminary design for corrective
action

b. = January 1984 to June 1984
- 63 dam permit applications reviewed
~ 38 orders issued for repailrs
- 68 additional dam inspections made

F. TOTAL FUNDS INVOLVED*

For Completed | Projected and/or spent| Projected for
Projects | For Initiated Projects|Committed Projects
I |
$ 4,239,000 | $2,989,000 } $6,540,000 |

*Note: All state dam repairs 100% state funded while flood control and shore
erosion projects were from 1/3 to 2/3 state funded. Non-state
share paid for by munjcipality, unless federal cost sharing
noted.

-13~



G. 1983 MITIGATION REPORT STATUS

" The Secticn 406 Hazard Mitigation Implementation Measures
report for 1983 contains (from its index)s

a) a general description of the state

b} a description of the flooding event of June, 1982

c) the location of flood prone lands and potential flood
vulnerability within the state

d) an identification of flood problems

e) an inventory of existing federal, state, regional,
municipal and private mitigation measures

f) a synopsis of past flood reports and analysis

g) a series of recommendations to mitigate damages

h) a cover letter from the Governor, endorsing the
report, and its implementation measures

As noted earlier, rather than repealt the descripticons provided in the
1983 report, this report concentrates only on the changes that have occurred
subsequent to that report. The following section cutlines the 1985
recomuendations and their status just over a year later,

The State has completed forty (40} items, initiated seventeen (17)
others, revised or rescheduled fifteen (15) more, withdrawn eight (8), and
taken no action only five (5) items. All items not completed or withdrawn are

included in the new Hazard Mitigation Implementation Measures list in Section
VII of this report. '
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STATUS REPORT

1983 SECTION 406 HAZARD MITIGATION IMPLEMENTATION MEASURES

Acticn

First Priority Actions:

SHORT-TERM ACTIONS:

Ol-Prepare a State Statute on
Flood Management to include
the policies of E.O. 18: DEP's
flocd management policies:
posting of flood zones:
standards for state-sponsored
road, bridge, culvert and
building designs. '

O2-Improve dam safety program
(staff and personnel changes;
repairs to state-owned dams).
See also long-term actions.

03-Conduct a workshop for com—
mercial and industrial property
owners on flood preparedness.

04-Streamline FEMA procedures
for distribution of disaster
funds in order to expedite
disaster payments.

05~Congider purchasing flood-
plains as a priority for
purchase of recreational land
under Sec. 7-131ld of the CGS.

06—Consider purchase of flood-
plain farmland in purchase of
farmland development rights
under Sec. 22-36aa of the CGS.

-15~

As of January 1985
C = Completed
I = Initiated
R = Revised/Rescheduled
W = Withdrawn
N = No Action
Status Comments
ol Section 25-68b, et seq., Connecticut
General Statutes (Public Act
c Public Act 83-38. Public Act
B84-452 also provides assistance to
private dam owners.
cC
c
I Documentation must be provided to
SCORP board before they change
priorities.
I Documentation must be provided to

Farmland Preservation Advisory
Committee before they change
policies.



i7-Investigate development of an
automated flood warning sys—
tem for all state—owned dams
posing a significant threat
to public safety.

JB~Follow-up local actions de-
lineated in the Hazard
Mitigation Team Reports (15
and 90 day) and expedite
feasibility studies for about
two dozen towns with signifi-
cant f£lood problems.

Jo-Inventory progress on these
actions cne year from the date
of this report and report to
the Governor's Office.

LONG-TERM ACTIONS

10-Draft legislation to require
a standard for municipal rcad,
culvert and bridge construc-
tion and reconstruction.

1l1-Improve Dam Safety Program
(repairs to state and privately
owned dams: staffing of Dam
Safety Program; improvement
of monitcring and enforcement
procedures). See also short
term.

12-Draft legislation for a
state/local cost-sharing
formula for disaster
assistance to municipali-
ties.

13-Revise Emergency Operations
Plans for all state agencies
involved in responding to
floods.

l4-Work with local officials
to help towns educate their
citizens on the importance
of fleod insurance.

~16-

Flood Warning System being
developed. Dam Safety component to
be added after initial equipment
tested.

Coordination Committee to be
established in 1985. Further
study on issue recommended.

Public Act 83-38.

Further study needed on this issue
before legislation can or should be
suggested.

Will be done in accordance with
IEMS when FEMA produces final
guidelines.

A significant increase in activities
with municipalities has occurred,
but much more needed. See new
action items on this topic.



S5=Conduct a workshop or
workshops on updating ‘
municipal emergency operations
plans to include a flcood ele~-
ment.

l6-Develop flood management
system on drainage basin
basis. (Basins rated by
potential for damage.)

L7-Implement a pilot program for
a statewide automated flood
warning system.

18-Incorporate long—-term issues
from 406 Report into Long—
Range Water Resources Planning
Program (mandated under Sec.
22a~352 of the CGS).

Status of First Priority Action:

9 Completed
5 Initiated .
4 Reviged/Rescheduled
0O Withdraw
0 Nec Action

18

-17-

The Office of Civil Prepardness is—
sued Advisory Bulletin 11-4 on this
topic. Flcod problem issves will
be integrated into IEMS workshops
as IEMS unfolds.

First equipment expected to be
installed late summer of 1985.

Long-range planning process delayed
due to creation of statewide water
resources task force (Special Act
82-28). However, a draft of the
flood section is available.



jacond Priority Actions:

LEGISLATIVE AND REGULATION ACTIONS

Jl-Draft legislation for -
protection of barrier beaches
and coastal high hazard (V)
zones. '

J)2-Draft legislation to allow
state/local cost-sharing
assistance to farmers in the
event of a disaster. Submit
to legislature.

03-Draft legislation to allow
the Dept. of Housing to c¢ir-
cumvent normal purchasing,
contracting and hiring
procedures in an emergency
to facilitate the develop—
ment of emergency MHP's and
other aspects of the
temporary housing program.

O4~Investigate the need for
portable radios for intra-
and inter-agency communica-
tions for DEP, DAS, State
Police, Consumer Protection,
and report to the legislature
and the Governor.

05-amend existing flood control
legislation to require public
hearings in order to determine
the acceptance of proposed SCS
P.L. 566 projects.

EDUCATION

06~Conduct Dam Safety Conference
for owners of private dams.

Q7-Develop a professional public
service announcement to explain
flood hazards.

08-Develop education programs for
farmers with regard to in-
surance coverage in the event
of a disaster.

-]l8=

Legislation was propesed in 1985,
but unfavorably acted upon by
General Assenbly.

Discussions with Department of
Agriculture indicate this is not
feasible at this time. Note: The CT
Dept. of Economic Development will
provide low interest loans if no -
other sources of funds are

available (see Sec. 16a-43 C.G.S.).

New plan has been proposed as part
of disaster response package that
has gone to FEMA for approval.

Replaced by statewide communications

study.

DEP is working with a watershed
committee for P.L. 566 projects and
will determine if this recommenda-
tions should ke followed.

Combine with #9°.

Information to be mailed to farmers
during 1985.



9-Prepare a short, public
service announcement aimed at
reducing deaths from
recreational use of flood
waters to be broadcast during
and after flooding.

LO-Improve distribution of
brochures on all available
disaster assistance
programs.

L1-Institute ongoing training
for disaster programs within
each state agency. (Note:
FEMA has technical training
for IFG and temporary housing
programs. )

PLANNING AND SPECIAL STUDIES

l2-Revise Statewide Water Supply
Emergency Plan.

13-Update State ECP in ac-
cordance with FEMA's new
Integrated Emergency Mgt.
System (IEMS) concept.

14-Complete preparation of
operation and maintenance
procedures for P.L. 566,
Corps and state-owned dams;
disseminate informaticn to
field staff and maintain
central office copy.

15-Investigate the possibility of
modifying existing or proposed
flood control reservoirs for
increased water supply storage.

l6~Prepare a flow chart deline-
ating state agency responsibili-
ties and places to get help,
equipment, etc.

l7-Investigate the feasibility of
using DEP district headquarters
for departmental emergency
operations centars.
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Program guide now available for use
at disaster assistance centers.

IEMS revisions should improve all
state agency-actions.

Water Supply Implementation Plan
not updated. New state statute on
water supply addresses these issues
(Public Acts 84-502 and 84-281).

Waiting for IEMS guidelines/regula-
tions.

Available from DEP/Water Resources
Unit.

Drought contingency plans completed
or nearly complete for all six
study areas.

Will be part of IEMS revisions.

Need for data only available in
Hartford DEP offices preclude this.



B-Provide sandbag guidance to
towns and state agencies.

9-Sponsor a study to document
the need for crop insurance and
lobby for its passage.

0-Require all owners of dams
considered "major" to prepare
E.0. plans and coordinate with
local OCP.

21-Prepare municipal profiles of
coastal flood susceptibility.

22-Draft flood preparedness plans
for all wastewater treatment
facilities subject to flooding
from inflow or stream flooding.

23-Inventory all wastewater
treatment facilities to deter-
mine flood susceptibility and
for those susceptible, deter-
mine which can be cost-
effectively floodproofed.

24-Develop schedule for im—
plementation of floodproofing
of water treatment facilities
subject to inflow flooding by
separation of sanitary and
storm sewers and/or by
installing by-pass equipment.

25-Prepare a report on the effect
of roof leaders on inundation
of sewer plants.

26—Amend the Statewide Long-Range
Water Resources Management Plan
to include the policy and pro—
gram recommendations of this
report.

27-Inventory state buildings in
flood zeones and develop
procedures for flood prepared-
ness for flocd-prone buildings.
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See Advisory Bulletin 11-4, Supple-
ment 1B, revised, Office of Civil
Preparedness.

Preliminary survey indicates lack
of need.

Now required by administrative
action. :

Available from DEP/Natural Resources
Center.

Report due in October of 1985;
State/FEMA project.

CE/State/FEMA project underway.

Will follow upon completion of
above two projects.

Issue incorporated into infiltration
reports being completed by most
towns.,

See first priority action #18,

Rescheduled for implementation in
1985,



JOORDINATION

i8-Consult with representatives
of the SBA to iron out diffi-
culties cauvsed by conflicting
procedures which resulted in
the inconvenient and costly
extension of the IFG program.

29-Investigate separation of
Public Assistance and Disaster
Assistance Center staff
coordination duties.

30-Meet with State Police to
discuss the availability and
use of dam information.

3l-Work with the State Building
Commission Standards Committee
in an effort to incorporate
NFIP standards into the
Building Code.

32-Brief other state agencies
on flood management engi-
neering criteria for state
actions and E.O. 18.

33~Investigate the feasibility
of co-locating the Water
Resources Unit EOC with
operaticns in the State
Emergency Operations Center.

34~Continue coordination
meetings between DEP/CE/SCS;
at least bi-annually.

35-Pursue the concept of a
single disaster application.

36—-Revise Federal Damage Survey
Reporting forms so that it is
very clear that figures on
forms are just estimates
(print statement in red on
front of forms).

37-Consult with OPM (Public
Assistance Coordinator) in
establishing priorities for
FEMA work areas.

W
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Department of Income Maintenance:
(1) revised guidelines, (2) used
new FEMA Delta Process, and

(3) suggested SBA report to deal
with delays.

The CT Office of Policy and Manage-
ment has provided additional DAC
coordination and has separated
public aasistance and disaster
assistance staff duties.

Information relayed by mail.,
phone. Further activities on this
topic will occur this year, angd as
needed.

It has been decided to reevaluate
DEP procedures to determine if
problems can be solved without
amendment to the State Building
Code.

Superseded by new state statute
(see first priority action #1).

Investigation indicates that they
cannot co—-locate until DEP dam
files are fully computerized and
information accessible to other
computers.

DELTA in use in 1984.

New DSR due out in mid-1985. Also,
efferts made to correct the problem
with better communication to
municipal officials.

State modified procedures in 1984
tc correct the problem.



38-Designate a damage report
officer for all disaster
and post-disaster damage
reporting and disaster
expenditures.

39-Develop written guidelines for

damage estimation to improve
the accuracy of data and

thoroughness of data. Imple-

ment training program for
individuals who must make
estimates.

FUNDING

40-Develop disaster contin-
gency fund which allows
state agencies to deficit
spend to cover agency
administrative and opera-
tiocnhal costs incurred in
disaster response which are
not federally recoverable. -

41-Continue and increasse
funding for State Assistance
Program.

42-Prepare a report for the
Governor and State Legisla-
ture on the need for funds
for increased maintenance
and repair of civil pre-
paredness communication
equipment and replacement
of obsclete equipment.

43-Renegotiate increases in
EMA or DPI funding to include
more funds for planning
guidance to towns.

44-Initiate a sandbag
replenishment program.

45-Reinstitute free sandbag
program and institute sandbag
filler machine program.
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The Cperations Section of OCP has
been so0 de51gnated.

Revised in November of 1982 but
scheduled for revision this year.

Issue to be studied and recommenda-
tion made by OPM.

Funding did increase but program to
end this fiscal year.

OCP received additional test eguip-:
ment new weather teletype; new main-
tenance parts and equipment.

EMA cannot be increased; DPI may be
increased; both relate to IEMS
future.



46-The State Emergency Cpera-—
tions Center hadly nheeds
additicnal space for official
press conferences and media
briefings during times of
emergency.

47-Request an increase in
funding for extension of
the SCELP and flood and
erosion-control projects.

48~Conduct a survey of equip~
ment needs for the State
Police for use in establish-
‘ing a field command post and
for communication equipment
and include a regquest for
such equipment in FY '84-85
budget.

STAFFING

49-Document the need for
additional staff in Emergency
Services Unit of the State
Police and make reccommenda-—
ticns for required increases.

50-Increase OCP planning staff
to allow the agency to pay
greater attention to natural
hazards and improve agency
capability in responding to
disasters.

51-Identify DEP staff training
requirements and prepare a
plan to meet those needs,
including alternative fund-

ing sources for staff training.

52-Delineate need for additicnal
staff for operations and
maintenance of state-owned
flood~control structures.

23

New briefing room constructed.

New stream channel lines prepared in
several communities and approxi-
mately 13 million dollars has been
made available for flood control
and beach and shore erosion
projects.

Recommendation to be remade this
year.

Recommendation to be remade this
year.

Two positions filled; need
additional staff.

Folded into other training
programs.

New crew hired.



20LICY AND PROGRAM

53-Consider both shoreline
erosion and flood-control:
measures when designing
either erosion or flood-
control projects.

54-Consider measures to reduce
the visual impact from SCS
emergency work, including
repairs for channels, cul-~
verts, and bank stabilization
programs.

55-Implement existing FEMA policy
to provide orientation for DAC
staff.

56~Promote flood insurance
purchase.

57-Issue state policy statement
to require automated flood .
warning system for all new
flood and erosion control
projects.

58-Update computerized dam
information at an established
frequency. .

59-Pursue implementation of the
recommendations of the post-
flood dam safety report.

60-Develop policy for evaluating
exemptions from the State
Building Code in flood hazard
areas.

6l-Make provision for imple-
mentation of the Sec. 1362
study done by CAM in 198l.

62~-Incorporate the policy of the
state to acquire flcod-prone
lands using Sec. 1362 funds
into the Long-Range Water
Resources Management Plan-
ning Program.

New CAM guidelines; used for first
time within past year.

Emergency work may at times leave
a stream in a condition not
aesthetically similar to pre-flood
conditicns. Restoration of
aesthetics is the responsibility of
the municipality.

In part being addressed by second
priority action #21 above, but
additicnal work needed as in
actions #7 and #9 above.

Issued 4/7/83 by Commissioner Pac.

Updated to present.

Considered infeasible at this time.

See first priority action #18.



533-Pursue adoption of Stream
Channel Encroachmient Line
Regulations.

84-Upgrade the Norwalk River,
Route 7 flood-control project
to priority status.

65-Consult and develop hetter
local enforcement of NFIP
reguirements.

66-Develop a municipal ocutreach
program to encourage towns Lo
upgrade their stream crossing
standards.

67-Inventory progress on these
action items one year from the

date

of this report and report

to the Governor's Office.

Status of Second Pricrity Action:
32 Completed
11 Initiated
11 Revised/Rescheduled
8 Withdrawn
5 No Action
67
Status of All Actions:
4] Completed
i6 Initiated :
15 Revised/Rescheduled
8 Withdrawn
5 No Action
85

Py o T

Regulations drafted but new hearings
may be reguired.

Project faces seriocus cobstacles and
will need special attention in the
next year.

State ccnducted 24 community
assistance and program evaluations
("Capes") for FEMA.

Incorporate into first priority
action #10.



IV. MUNICIPALITIES

MUNICIPAL ACTIONS - POST-DISASTER 1984

As noted earlier, a guestionnaire was sent to each of 15 communities who
reported significant flood losses in the 1984 storm. Responses were received
- from 14 of those communities and are summarized below. Many of the

municipalities conducted mitigative actions, a sampling of which are noted

here.

TYPES OF ACTIONS TAKEN

Chester - Made changes in sewer pump stations and sewer system to prevent
infiltraticn.

Cromwell - Maintained a moderate supply of sandbags and pump.

EBast

Hartford - Instituted a revised, expanded early flocod warning system using °*

cable television and house~-to-house canvassing.

East Windsor - Releocated eguipment and designed floodproofing for the sewer
plant.

Essex - Revised predictive indices to upgrade emergency measure
response time.

Revamped communication network with flocd.specific
communications. .

Glastonbury ~ Reduction measures still under consideration.
Hartford -~ Upgraded administrative and operating procedures.
Repaired inspection rcad on top of dike.

Erected fencing to prevent sightseers and 4-wheelers from
cruising the dike.

Planning repairs and improvements for flcod monitoring of Park
River and its pumping stations.

Planning to determine adeguacy of North and South Meadows
drainage area facilities.

Middletown - Initiated request to study flood protection for Washington
Street (Route 66) merchants.
-26=



New Milford - Looking into better warning system.

Oxford -

Portland ~

Windsor

Locks - -

Cleaned channels where necessary.
Contacted SCS concerning flood control project possibility.

Enforced zoning regulations in floodplain areas.

Increased back-up materials; reviewed Civil Preparedness plan
and added a marine officer for river patreol.
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Municipal Questionnaire

Fourteen of fifteen communities surveyed responded to the post-flood
questionnaire of October 22, 1984. Their responses are summarized here. Note
that because only a limited number of municipalities were queried, it would be
difficult to extrapolate the trends cﬁer the entire state. Nevertheless, when
combined with observations from state and federal flood protection programs,
some conclusions can be made. |

o Most communities (7) believe a pre—~ and post~disaster mitigation team
would be useful. This corresponds with a national trend for such state teams.

O Most communities (l2) believe there were no improper reconstruction
activities within their region.

© Most communities (11) thought warning time was sufficient. There were
some noted exceptions (see Figure 5) but in general flooding along the
interstate river systems (Connecticut, Housatonic, Thames) is forecasted
better because of the long lag time between the rainfall and the arrival of
run—-off into our state.

o When asked if more governimment controls were needed for reconstruction
activities, about half said yes (6). There is apparently a general feeling
the State or federal government should exert more preséure in the
reconstruction phase, possibly due to the difficulty of enforcing regulations
when there is a strong community voice te just rebuild things as they were.

o Less than half (6) of the municipalities indicated they have a
stormwater management plan, but most seemed cognizant of the need for such
plans. Most indicated that financing was the biggest problem.

o Most communities (3) initiated improvements for their flood management
programs. Most changes related to the mainstem river areas flooded in 1984.

Flash flood problems were generally not addressed by most communities.
38~



COMMENTS FROM THE MUNICIPALITIES (Responses to questionnaire of

TOWN

CHESTER

CRUMWELL

ISSUE
1) Excellent early warning.

2) Stormwater management required on a
subdivision basis, but a town wide plan is
conatcained by the budget.

3) vould like to clear stream beds of
debris and soils.

4) Need more care in allowing stream/river
front development.

5) Hazard mitigation work should be done
prior to the next flood.

6) HNeed funds if floodproafing or
relocations are to occur.

7) Warnings were vague. "Crest predictions
should be given to the town at least twice
daily."

8) Municipal, state and local [regulations
or enforcement] needed to "prevent
construction below defined levels without
being floodproofed. {Need] Financial help

for property owners to accomplish this goal.”

9) Financial considerations constrain
community from preparing a stormwater .
management plan.

10} Regional committees should be formed to
make damage prevention plans; legislation
should then be paased to fund enactment of
these plans.

_2‘)...

10/22/84).

RESOLUTIION

Comment will be referred to Northeast
River Forecast Center.

The community would be likely to find it
cost effective if it completed a storm
water management plan prior to problem
development. The DEP is hoping to
develop stormwater guidelines by 1986.

Comment will be referred to USDA
SCS for possible assistance.

The DEP has increased its community
monitoring, and technical assistance
activities: municipalities must review
their land-use practices and/cr adopt
adopt a stream protection program.

This report will recommend formation of
a pre and post disaster hazard mitigation
team to assist municipalities,

State and municipalities need to conduct
a pilot project to show that
floodproofing and relocation can weork.
it's possible some state or federal funds
may be available if such a pilot is
successiul.

Comment will be referred to National
HWeather Service, Northweat River Forecast
Center,

See items #4 and #6.

Good idea, which will be more easily
implementable when state promulgates
statewide flood management clasaifica-
tion by drainage basins. :



EAST HARTFORD

E. WINDSOR

GLASTONBURY

HARTFORD

11} Recomstruction of Rte.-72 and new
conatruction of Rte. 72 is occurring below
100 year flood levels.

12) It would be helpful to have state staff
asgiastance at the time of flooding and
recovery.

13} We build all facilities to the 100 year
standard without need for federal or state
atandacda.

14) The only action that would significantly
reduce our losses would be to extend the dike
to those areas of our town currently
unprotected.

15) Stormwater plan not prepared because
mainstem Connecticut River is the problem.

16) A hazard analysis team that operated
prier to a flood would be more useful.

17) ©Need river depth bench marks for the
Easex area.

18) Heed an administrative team which can
cut through the bureaucratic red tape to
allow quick action on problems,

19) Better communications on releases from
upstream dams would be helpful.

20) Warning was sufficient, but data from
ftiver Forecast Center was not updated often
encugh to provide good planning basis.

Y
21) Cost of conatruction and maintenance
constrains improvements to storm water
management system.

22) The following program changesa are
necded.
-30-

Comment will be referred to Warer
Resources Unit.

See item #5.

Noted.,

East Hartford rejected the dike extension
raising options several years ago. Does

it wish to consider? '

Noted. However, E. Windsor may use this
opportunity to look at its non-mainstem

flooding and drainaqge problems.

Sae item #5.

The state is investigating a coastal
tidal flood warning network, which
should address the issue,

Red tape in projects has been cut
significantly. Most delays are not
caused by paperwork procedures, but
either by problems that must hbe
worked out, or by federal any

state regulticons designed to prevent
abuse of disaster funds,

Comment will be referred to U.S.-
Army Corps of Engineers, Northeast
River Forecast Center and DEP/Water
Resources Unit.

Comment will be referred to Northeast
River Forecast Center.

Hartford has the moat extensive and
expensive flood control works in the
State: suggest formation of a state-—
local operation and maintenance study
committee to address this issue.



a) Improved state funding for maintenance of See item #21.
existing flood management ayatema.

b} Improved availability to technical Comment will be referred to Watar
assistance to supplement Hartford's Resources unit.
engineering expertise.

c) Improved training of flood management Comment will be referred to Water
peraonnel in vulnerable communities. Resources Unit.

d) Integrating design of State flood Task will be recommended for action
monitaring aystem with municipal and Federal as new state system ia implemented.

aystems now in place.

23) The State could provide a valuable ~ Comment will be referred to Water
service by providing cloae liaison to and Resources Unit and Office of Civil
coerdination with Army Corps of Engineers and Preparedness. :

Soil Conservation Service (USDA). -

a} [Need] Coordination [with downstream Comment will be referred to Office of
communities] of let-down of reserveirs and Civil Preparednesa, Water Resources
flood control dams. Unit, Army Corps of Engineers and

Northeast River Forecast Center.

b) Consulting services for floed control Comment will be referred to Water
syatem management and maintenance. Resources Unit.

c) Provide updated flood designs and Comment will be referred to Water
projections as development and improvements Resources Unit.

Lo storm water systems cause higher and
higher runoff rates.

MIDDLETOWN 24) Additional assistance {would be welcome] See item #5.
at time of flooding, especially if funds for
municipality increase.

25) An evaluation of existing culverts and : Middletown should iavestigate
ranking of culverts as to priority [for initiation of a new atormwater
replacement] needs to be done. management plan.

NEW MILFORD 26) Residential flood warning needs to be Suggest interface with new statewide
improved. automated flood warning system.
27) MNeed strict enforcement of floodplain See item #4.

conatruction.

OXFORD 28) It would be helpful to have state staff See item #5.
assiatance at the time of fleooding and
recovery.
29) There is no urban development lno Perhaps this is a good time to consider
stormwater plan needad?]. a stormwater plan, so that new devaelop-

ment does not cause flood losses and
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SHELTON

WETHERSFIELD

WINDSOR LOCKS

30) Unlikely that preventative measures for
the 100 year flood could be cost-effective.

31}y Some residents claimed not enough warning
was provided by Northeasat Utilities before
the Stevenson Dam flow gates were opened.

32) HNortheast Utilitiea should contact State
Police [When there is flooding].

33) Enforcement of Flood Insurance
regulations and grdinances; and floodproofing
of exiating homes are needed.

34) A hazard mitigation team may not be of
any real value to us for another 1984 flood.
[mainstem Connecticut River).

35} River reporta should be given with a
standard reference datum.

36) Reconstruction controls should come from
cutgide the municipality.

37) Stormwater management plan needs to be
updated, but funds for it are limited.

38} Cverreliance on property tax means
municipalities cannot fill the gap [lefr by
federal pullbackl.

39} Present system of warning and control has
kept losses to a minimum.

Note: Editorial comments in brackets [ J.
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stream habitat degradation.
Noted.

Comment will be referred to Northeast
Urilities; suggest interface with
statewide automated flood warring

network.

Comment will be referred to Northeast
Utilitiea (as above).

See items $4 and #6.

Noted. Such a team may be useful for
other flooding problems.

Comment will be referred to Northeast
River Forecast Center.
See item 4.

See item ¥2.

Noted.

Comment will be referred to Northeast
River Forecast Center.



V. 1984 INTERAGENCY HAZARD MITIGATION TEAM RECOMMENDATIONS

A.

Each federal agency responding to a declared disaster

appoints a representative to this team. The team is required

to make recommendations to reduce future disaster losses caused

by improper post—-disaster reconstruction or other actions.

1.

"An Emergency Operations Plan shall be developed for each of the
critical wastewater treatment facilities."

"These EOPs [should] be incorporated intc the Detailed Operations and
Maintenance Manval . . . for each facility . . ."

"That each plant operator know what flocd stage forecast impacts their
location.™

"That the state automated warning system be extended to include .
wastewater treatment and utility operaticns."

"That each facility owner(s) be advised of all insurance cptions and
requirements under the NFIP and/or private companies.”

"That potential funding sources for mitigation measures . . . [be]
determined for each facility."

"That the EPA and the State of Connecticut develop and sponsor formal
training for municipal wastewater treatment facility owner operators .

Of the above seven recommendations, the State is addressing all, except &

and 7, in a study it is now conducting. Supported by a grant from FEMA, the

study will evaluate the flood vulnerability of all 85 of the state's treatment

facilities; and it will make recommendations for corrective actions. The U.S.

Army Corps of Engineers is assisting with this project as well, conducting

damage assessments that will allow us to make some cost-benefit agreements for

or against changes to the facilities.

As a result of the state treatment facility study, scheduled for

completion by October 1, 1985, the state will be in a better position to seek

corrective actions and necessary funding for those actions. The need for
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special flood preparedness training for'plant oﬁners and operators should also
be determined at the conclusion of the state study.

B. The agricultural recommendaticns include:

1. acquisition for open space or non-agricultural use.

2. developing croplplanning measures.

3. purchasing crop insurance.

4. mapping potential agricultural easements.

5. mapping areas not to be reclaimed in the event of flooding.

6. satisfying sections of the 406 related to agricultural lands.

The purchasing of crop insurance (#3) will be prcmoted by the Conn?cticut
Departmenﬁ of Agriculture, and the 406 elements (#6) are addressed elsewhere.
Mapping areas not to be reclaimed (#5) and acquisiticn for non-agricultural
use (#1) are likely to be as noted in the state's comments to the 90~day
report; counter-productive to the goal of protecting the state's farmlands.

It is also unlikely that crop planning (#2) needs significant study because
there are too few major flood events to cause a change in normal crop planning
procedures. If flocoding becomes a recurrent problem, the farmer is likely to
change his crop planning without need for outside intervention.

Mapping potential easements, however, is a project that may be looked
into soon. The Department of Agriculture will be obtaining a list of farmland
potentially suitable for purchase of development rights. From that list, DEP
will assist the Department of Agriculture with identification of those
important farmlands that are within floodplains.. The DEP may indicate those
that would be most beneficial for floodplain protection, and, hence, should be

protected by whatever means.
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~C. The 15~ and 90-day reports note that we should use "Small Cities"
grants for mitigation activities. However, as noted in an earlier
correspondence to FEMA, few, if any, activities qualify for such grants. In
fact, the one request submitted, by the Town of Scuthington, was denied
despite support from DEP. The project did not meet federal eligibility
requirements. It might be Suggested that if a federal team, such as the
Interagency Flocd Hazard Mitigation-is to suggest use of federal funds, that a
representative of the funding agency be part of the process. This would

ensure commitment of funds for such a project.

D. The interagency team suggested ten areas in which to concentrate in
preparing the new 406 reporﬁ.
1. Recommendations . ‘ :
a) Enforcement of NFIP policies and standards.
b) Wastewater treatment facilities.
c) Agricultural losses.

d) Relationship between 406 and IEMS [integrated emergency management
system developed by FEMA].

e} Drainage basin classification and planning.
f) Acquisition of flcodprone lands.

g) Municipal outreach.

h) Stream Channel Encroachment Line extensions.
i) nwWotification of controlled releases.

j) Funding sources for implementation of mitigation
neasures.

2. Actions

a) The state has increased its "Community Assistance and Program
Evaluations".

b} A project is underway to address treatment facility issue.
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d)
e)

£)

g}

h)

i)

- 3)

Issues addressed (see new action items).

406 and IEMS activities integrated by OCP.

Study project completed,'adoption process to be initiated.
To be addressed in 406 actions items.

1) Initiated request for pre-disaster planning grant,

2) questiocnnaire sent to municipalities (see Section IV of this
report), 3) more engineering assistance, and 4) development of
flood warning system.

DEP will be revising Encroachment Lines in Norwalk; no other lines
planned.

State is working with private utilities to improve flood warning
system.

Have applied for and received grants for three projects; have
applied for a fourth grant which is pending.

E. The Hazard Mitigation Team's recommendations for actions by the USDA

‘and USACE are not addressed here. Such acticns are monitored entirely by the

interagency team. The state has no oversight reguirement or jurisdiction for

federal agency actions.
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Vi. NEW ISSUES

A. The state has developed a flood classification by drainage basin.
This classification ranks subregional drainage basins by the degree to which
they are flood prone. In addition, the state has developed a basin strategy
report form that should be completed in concert with the affected
municipalities. Both the classification system and the strategy report forms
need to be formally adopted and implemented by the state.

B. As a condition of receiving federal disaster funds, the state must
complete a Section 406 report such as this one. To make the disaster
reduction measures more successful, the municipalities should be asked to
provide similar post—disaster.mitigation.

C. There is presently no manual or automated cataloging of permitted and
unpermitted flood régulatory activities, and there is a need for monitoring
unregulated land-use changes that may affect f£lood heights. Conseguently,
there is need to develop a system, preferably automated, for storage,
manipulation and‘retrieval of land-use changes affecting flcod heights. Such
information is needed by both the flood regulatory and flood management
programs at all levels of government and by the private development sector as

weall.
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VII. SECTION 406 HAZARD MITIGATION IMPLEMENTATION MEASURES

The following section delineates the issues the state will address in
fulfillment of its requirements under Section 406 of Public Law 93-288.

Those items listed as first priority will be overseen directly by the
Governor's Office., All other items will bg coordinated by the Department of
Environmental Protection.

Included in this listing are all issues unresolved from the i983_Section

406 report, plus issues identified in this year's efforts.
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Section 406 Hazard Mitigation Implementation Measures

NEW

Januacy 1985

Issue Lead Agency Funding Schedule xCosts/ Comments
Possibilities {FY) *Benefits :
First Priority Measures
1) Implemznt development of Mulci Agency - 8Cs 1985~- x$2.3 million State Costs
riverine component of the DEP - CF Bonding 1996 over 10 years = §416,000
statewide automated flood Commission over 10 yrs.
warning system {ASERT) and pilot - Private *Damage pre-
municipal system (ALERT). -~ Municipality vention $50-
175 million
depending on
number of mu-
nicipalities
participating
2} Investigate feasibility of DEP FEMA 1985 & *$30,000
developing a coastal flood 1986
monitoring and warning network. *Begin address-—
ing billion
dollar coast—
al loss
potential
3) Hire staff to run automated DEP/OCP ~ Gen. Funds 1985- x$30-4O,000/yr. Probably one
warning system and to encourage - Private 1996 . parson
more towns to join. Contributions *Necessary
for the ef-
fectiveness
of the sysatem
4) 1nvestigate alternative funding DEP/BSET  Existing Stafft 1985 & *Minimal costs
sources for ASERT and ALERT 1986
opaeration and maintenance. *Reduce public
costs
DEP Proposed Statf 1986 *Minimal costs Contingent on

5)

Prepare a report for the
Committee on Automated Flood
Warning on the feasibility of
and procedures for developing a
dam safety component of
ASERT/ALERT,

lwhen "existing staff® are noted in this

report,

they are subject

—39-

*Necessary for
dam safety

to staff becoming

implementa-
tion of ASERT
and hiring
ASERT/ALERT
staff

available.



Issue

Lead Agency

Funding Schedule
Possibilities {FY)

XCoats/
*Renefits

Comments

6)

7}

8}

9

—

10

—

11)

12)

Survey municipalities to
determine their culvert and
bridge standards.

Prepare statewide stormwater
management standards.

Revise Emergency Operations
Plans for all state agencies
responding to floods.

Provide flood emergency
operation planning guidance to
municipalities.

Develop a professional public
service announcement to explain
flooxd hazards.

Promote crop insurance.

Revige State Emergency
Cperations Plan accordingly.

First Priority Measures (Continued)

DOT/OPN/DEP

OCP and all
agencies

DEP/OCP

DAG

Existing Staff 1986
Gen. Assembly 1986 &
" Bonding 1987
Existing Staff 1986~
1988
Existing Staff 1985-
1988
Federal/State/ 1986 &
Private 1987
Existing Staff 1985 &
Existing Staif 1985
to
1987

Ko - -
Minimal costs

*Necessary to
determine
adeguacy of
state and
municipal
standards

%512,000

*Prevent in-—
creases in
flood damage

*Minimal staff
costs

*Improved emer—
gency response

¥*Minimal staff
costs

*Improve muni-
cipal flood
preparedness

XCosts unknown
*Reduce flood

deaths and
damages

Kpao oz -
. "Minimal costs

1986

XMinimal costs

*Improve state
disaster
response

If sucvey in—
dicates a
need for
statewide
guidelines
or standards,
thig should
be initiated.

Contingent on

"~ publication
of New Basin
and Natural
Disasters Plan

For use at time
of floeding

*Reduce farmer
losses



Issue Lead Agency Funding Schedule ¥oosts/ Comments
Possibilities {F¥) *Benefits
First Priority Measures {Continued)
13} Prepare vulnerability assessment DEP CE 1985 & x$30,000
of all waste water treatment 1986
facilities. *Determine need
for modifica-
tions to such
facilities
14) Make recommendations for flood DEP General Funds 1986~ *Unknown Contingent upon
proofing those waste water 5Cs 1591 feasibility,
treatment facilities which are EPA *Reduce damage noted in
subject to severe flooding and CE at treatment previous
can be cost-beneficially facilities recommendation
protected.
15) Determine if state building code DEP/SBC Existing Staff 1985 & XMinimal costs
should be amended to incorporate 1986
all National Flood Insurance *Incorporation
Program standards. of NFIP
Standards .
in Building
Code would
improve
enforcement
16) Maintain civil preparedness OCP/OPM/CGA General 1985~ X2-3 positions In light of
planning staff for natural 1990 Federal budget
hazards. *Maintain the cucs
state's im-—
provements in
disaster
response
17) Develop policy for evaluating DEP Existing Staff 1985 & ¥Minimal costs
exemptions from state building 1986 '
code in flood hazard areas. *Provide stand-
ards and con—
sistency in
avaluating
18) Norwalk Route 7 flood control DOT/DEP General Assembly ASAP *Ynknown

project should be implemented.

—-41-

*Reduce signif-
icant dollar
damage
exemptions



Issue Lead Agency Funding Schedule *costs/ Comments
Possibilities (FY) *Benefits
First Priority Measures {Continued)
19} Submit application to FEMA for DEP Existing Staff 1985 XMinimal
pre—disaster municipal plaaning.

*Obtain mu-
nicipal pre-
disaster
planning

20) Improve the timeliness and DEP/CE/CCP/RFC Existing Staff 1985~ ¥*Minimal costs
accuracy of notification of on
releases from out-of~state flood *Increase pre-—
control dams to downstream paradness
abutters. and reduce
flood fight—
ing problems
21} Report progress in those actions Governor's Existing Staff June *Minimal costs
to the governor one year from Office 1986
the date of this report. bEP *Determine
progress of
actions .

-42-



Issue

*costs/
*Banefits

Comments

1)

2}

3}

4)

5)

&)

Document the need for protection
of floodplains as a priority for
purchase of recreaticnal land
under Section 7-~131d of the OGS
and if documentation acceptable,

change policy.

Document need for protecticn of
floodplain farmland to
Agriculture Land Preservation
Board.

Prepare a report analyzing
optimum non-federal cost-sharing
arrangement related to
presidentially declared
disasters.

Incorporate appropriate issues
from this report into state's
long-range water planning
program.

Prepare a report on the
protection by legislation or

otherwise of barrier beaches and
coastal high hazard (V) zones.

Inventory state buildings in
flood zones.

1

When "existing staff" are noted in this report, they are subject

Lead Agency Funding Schedule
Possibilities (FY)
Second PrioriLy Measures
DEP Existing Staff’ 1986
DEP Existing Staff 1986
DEP Existing Staff 1986
Special Grant
Healch/DER/ Existing Staff 1986 &
OPM 1987
DEP Existing Staff 1986
DEP Existing Staff 1985 &
1986

43~

*Minimal costs

*Assist State
in purchas-
ing flocdplain
when purchas-
ing open space

¥Minimal costs

*Allow state
to buy flood-
plain farm-
land when pur-
chasing devel-
opment rights

¥Minimal staff
cOSES

*Potential long-
term reduction
in disaster
costs

*Minimal staff
costs

xMinimal,costs

*Document the
need for
protection

Xminimal costs

*Determine sus—
ceptibility of
State buildings
to flood losses

to staff becoming available.



Isaue

lead Agency

Funding

Poasibilities

Schaedule
(FY)

XCosts/
*Bapefits

Comments

7)

8)

9

10)

11}

12)

Brief state agencies on the
argumenta of P.A. B4-536.

Conduct a survey of equipment
needs for the state police for
uge in establishing a field
command post and for
communication equipment.

Document the need for additional
staff in the Emergency Services
Unit of the State Police and
make recommendations for
required increases.

Promote flood insurance
purchase

Adopt stream channel
encroachment line requlations.

Prepare and adopt regqulations
for new ™Act Concerning Flocod
Management for State Agencies®
(Section 25-68b et seq.)}.

Second Priority Measures (Continued)

DEP

5P

sp

DEP

Existing Staff

Existing Staff

Existing Staff

"Existing Staff

Existing Staff

Existing Staff
Bonding Grants

1985 &
1986

1985 &

1986

1985 &
1986

1985 &

1985 &
1986

1986 &
1987

-4

XMinimal costs

*Xmproved en—
forcement of
the act

*Minimal costs

*Determination
of adequacy
of existing
system

¥Minimal costs

*Determination
of adequacy
of Emergency
Services
staffing

*Minimal costs

*Decrease dis—
aster losses
to individuals

X*Mminimal costs

*Provide stand-
ards and con—
sistency in
evaluating
permit
applications

*Unknown

*Provide stand-
ards and con—
sistency in
evaluating
state actions

"An Act Concern-
ing Flood
Management for
State Agencies



Issue

Lead Agency Funding Schedule

¥costa/
*Benefits

Comments

13)

14}

15)

16)

17)

18}

If a municipal pre—disaster
grant is approved, oversee grant
to ensure product produced
within FEMA gquidelines.

Create a state hazard mitigation
team to assist community with
pre— and post-disaster
floodplain construction/
reconstruction.

While delays and processing
requirements have been reduced,
there is still some
dissatisfaction with individual
payment times. It is
recomiended that a report be
written noting what changes, if
any, can reduce the time for SBA
loan payments.

Prepare guidelines for in-state
dain owners for release of water
during or prior to flood events.

Initiate statewide operation and
maintenance study to look into
municipal O & M problems
relating to flood control work.

State should more closely
monitor pre- and post-disaster
construction/reconstruction to
ensure compliance with state and
federal flocdplain regulations.

Possibilities (FY)

Second Pricrity Measures (Continued)

DEP Bxisting Staftf 1985 &
1986
DEP Existing Staff 1985,
General 1986~
on
SBA Unknown 1985~
- 1987
DEP Existing Staff 1985 &
1986
DEP Existing Staff 1985~
General 1987
Grant
DEP Existing Staff 1985-
on

—45-

Kpes s
Minimal costs

*Bnsure project
meets sState
and federal
reguirements

S
Minimal costs

*Long—-term re—
duction in
flood losses

b
Unknown

*ldentify weak-
nesses and
strengths of
current payment

program

*Minimal costs

*Increase flood
storage and
dam safety
before
storms

*Minimal costs

*Determine the
readiness of
municipal
flood control
projects

*Miaimal costs

*BEnsure cot—
pliance with
proper
standards

100% federal
action - no state
priority listed

This could be
made easier by
formation of
State Hazard
Mitigation
Team



Iasue

Funding Schedule
Poasibilities (FY)

Lead Agency

*costs/
*Benefits

Comments

19)

20)

21)

22)

23)

Assist the Depariment of
Agriculture in ranking
floodplain farmland that should
he protected.,

f

Formally adopt the flood
classification by drainage basin
system and incorporate it into
the decision-making process.

Prepare a report outlining the
process for implementation of
strategy reports for each
subregional basin in the state
with high flood wvulnerability.

Prepare a report for the
governor's review that will
evaluate whether municipalities
should be reqguired to implement
recommendations of appropriate
basin strategy reports; or in
their absence, prepare a
municipal hazard mitigation
report.

Investigate feagibility to
develop an automated system to
store, manipulate and retrieve
information by drainage basins
on land-use changes affecting
flood heights.

Second Priority Measures (Continued)

DEP/DAG Existing Staff 1985 &
« 1986
DEP Existing Staff 1985 &
1986
DEP Existing Staff 1985~
1988
DEP Existing Staff 1986
Grant
DEP General 1985~
Federal 1987
Grants

-6~

*Minimal costs

*Assist the pro—
cess of pro—
tecting flood-
plain farmlang

¥Minimal costs

*This would help
cap furure in-
creases in
flood losses

Kpa s s
Minimal costs
*Minimize future

increases in
flood losses

X4 - . .
Minimal costs

*Datermine if
nunicipalities
should do
hazard miti-
gation plans

X
Unknown

*Determine
feasibility
to automating
flocd calcu-
lation informa-
ticn .

Contingent upon
completion
of 40 and 41
above



ASERT
ALERT

BSET
CE
CGA
DAC
DAG
DELTA
DEP
DOT
DP1

ECC
EPA
FEMA
IEMS
IrG
NEIP
ocp
orPM
REC
SBA
SBC
SCELP
SCS
sSp

ABBREVIATIONS

Autcmated Statewide Evaluation in Real Time
(Statewide Flood Warning System)
Autémated Local Evaluation in Real Time
(Municipal Flood Warning System)
Bureau of Statewide Emergency Telecommunlcatlons
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Connecticut General Assembly
Disaster Assistance Center
Connecticut Department of Agriculture
FEMA Code name for test project to reduce payment delays
Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection
Connecticut Department of Transportation - o
Disaster Planning Assistance from FEMA o
Emergency Management Assistance £from FEMA
Emergency Operations Center
U.S. Environmental Protectlon‘Agency
Federal Emergency Management Agency
Integrated Emergency Management System
Individual and Family Grant Program
National Flood Insurance Program
Connecticut Office of Civil Preparedness
Connecticut Office of Policy and Management
National Weather Service, Northeast River Forecast Center
U.S. Small Business Administration
Connecticut State Building Commission
Connecticut Stream Channel Encroachment Line Program
USDA, Soil Conservation Service
Connecticut State Police
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